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AGENT}A
The next meeting of the

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAI{ ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC)
will be as follows.

Date: Thursday, August 25,2011
7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Place: San Mateo City Hall
330 West 20th Avenue
San Mateo, Califomia

Conference Room C (across from Council Chambers)

PLEASE CALL TOM MADALENA (599-1460) rF yOU ARE LTNABLE TO ATTEND.

1. Call To Order Action (Grocott)

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Grocott)

3. Public Comment On Items Not On The Agenda Presentations are

limited to 3 minutes
per speaker.

4. Minutes of the July 28,2011 Meeting Action (Grocott) Pages 1-4

5. Review and recommend approval of the San Action (Hoang) Pages 5-19
Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan

6. Executive Director Report Information
(Napier)

A. Discussion on Future Call For Projects Action (Napier) No materials

B.Review and Recommendation on Improvements to Action (Napier) Pages 20-30
the Call for Projects for the San Mateo County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

7. MemberCommunications

8. Adjournment

Information
(Grocott)

Action (Grocott)



C/CAG
CIrY/COuxrY ASSOCIATIoN on GovBRNMENTS oF SAN Marno COUNTY
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NOTE: All items appearing on the agenda are subject to action by the Committee. Actions
recommended by staff are subject to change by the Committee.

Other enclosures/Correspondence
o None.

If you have any questions regarding the C/CAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting
Agenda, please contact Richard Napier at 650-599-1420 or Tom Madalena at 650-599-1460.

NOTE: Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in attending and participating in
this meeting should contact Nancy Blair at 650 599-1406, five working days prior to the meeting date.

The following BPAC meeting witl be held on Thursday October 27th,2011.



Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
Meeting MÍnutes

July 28,2011

1. Call to Order

Chair Grocott called the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) Meeting to order at
7:03 pm.

Members Present:
Karyl Matsumoto, Ken Ibarra, Judi Mosqueda, David Alfano, Naomi Patridge Cory Roay, Paul
Grantham, Frank Markowitz, Steve Schmidt, Marge Colapietro, Cathleen Baker

Members Absent:
Ian Bain, Cathy Baylock

StafflGuests Attending :

Sandy Wong, Tom Madalena, John Hoang, Pat Giorni, Mike Harding, Kenneth Chin, Tim O'Brien,
Colin Hayne, Al Meckler, Andrew Boone, Susan Wheeler

3. Public Comment On Items Not On The Agenda

None.

4. Minutes of May 26,2011Meeting

Motion: Member Alfano moved/Member Schmidt seconded approval of the May 26, 201I minutes.
Motion carried unanimous ly.

5. Recommend approval of the Final Project List for the San Mateo County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Program for Flf 2012 & F'Y 2013

John Hoang, CICAG staff, presented this item as a continuation from the last meeting. The
report included the recommended project list for the Transportation Development Act (TDA)
Article 3 Program and a summary of the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA)
recoÍrmended project list. John stated that the TA took their list to their Board of Directors and
added approximately 1.5 million to make their program include 16 projects for over 4.5 million
of funding. Staff requested that the BPAC approve the 7 proj ects for I . 1 million as stated in the
staff report.

Member Matsumoto mentioned that the 1.5 million from the San Mateo County Transportation
Authority (TA) comes off of the next cycle of Measure A. It was not a gift.

Member Schmidt asked if there were minutes from the reconciliation meeting for the public.
John Hoang stated that there were no minutes.

Member Matsumoto mentioned that the process was flawed and that she was uncomfortable with



how it went at the TA.
Member Alfano asked if we are here to approve "this" list or "a" list. Chair Grocott stated "a"
list.

Member Baker stated that she doesn't have a terrible problem fundamentally since we hit about

90oá of our population. There is a process issue that affects approving the final list.

Member Mosqueda asked that did we not have the opportunity to approve our list at the last

meeting. That was the opportunity to take control of the process.

Member Markowitz mentioned that he thought that the process could be discussed for next time.

Member Colapietro pointed out that Alpine Road is a safety project versus Crystal Springs which
is a recreational project.

Member Roay stated that there is quite a bit of subjectivity in the process.

Member Markowitz thinks that the project proponents would argue that both Crystal Springs and

Alpine Road are safety projects but Alpine Road serves a larger need.

Member Schmidt motioned and member Roay seconded to have the list recommended for
approval as is with the exception of moving the Alpine Road resurfacing project to a full funding
position and drop the Crystal Springs project to the remainder of the TDA funding. Motion
carried unanimously.

6. Review and Recommendation on Improvements to the Joint Call for Projects for the
San Mateo County Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

John Hoang, C/CAG staff, presented this item and mentioned that the scoring sheet and application
packet were based on what the C/CAG BPAC had used in the previous cycle. He stated that there is

a meeting with the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) to discuss the process with
input from the meeting tonight.

Member Alfano asked if the application and score sheet have change and the answer was no.

Member Alfano said that he did not remember the non-supplantation of funds item. John Hoang

stated that was something that the TA applies to all of the Measure A programs.

Member Ibarra asked is there a way in the application and scoring sheet where it eliminates those

projects that don't qualify for TA or TDA Article 3? John stated that we could definitely put criteria
in there.

Member Baker asked if staff has decided to go forward with another joint call for projects and staff
said no.

Colin Hayne, member of the public from the Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition, made a statement that

they developed with several members from San Mateo County regarding their concerns with this
recent process and handed staff a letter from the Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition.

Andrew Boone, member of the public, thinks that the problem is greater than how you decide on



funds. It would work better if the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) had a bicycle
committee. The C/CAG BPAC could be the committee for both agencies or the TA could create
their own.

Mike Harding, member of the public, talked about a list of possible fixes for funding distribution
which is that BPAC do all ranking for both TDA and TA funds. However if changes are not
politically feasible there could be an arithmetic solution which includes weighted scores bases on the
numbers on each committee. This arithmetic way would take away geographic and political issues.

Pat Giomi, member of the public, thinks the big problem is that people don't understand how the
process works in San Mateo County. She would suggest that the place to start at the TA would be
for them to start a BPAC.

Member Alfano stated that the preference of funds allows the sponsor to specify which funds were
preferred and then BPAC could only review and look at those in the BPAC queue. He stated that he
wants it to say source of funds not preference of funds.

Member Baker recommended creating a subcommittee or working group with staff from both
agencies.

Member Matsumoto proposes a joint call, joint presentation and joint site visits. The scoring is
where it breaks off as each would do scoring separately.

Member Patridge thinks the criteria is just drastically too different between the two agencies. She
stated that she did not want to do the joint call again.

Member Baker was bothered by the TA Citizens Advisory Committee comments about narrowing
the sidewalk. It does not serve the people who need to not choose to bike or walk.

Member Schmidt thinks that the three percent Measure A money should be decided by the BPAC.
The C/CAG BPAC should be the BPAC for the TA.

Member Mosqueda did not care for the combined process and is concerned that if we ask project
sponsors to choose a funding source most will choose TA as they have much more money.

Item 6 was tabled to be continued at the August meeting.

7. Update on the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

John Hoang gave a verbal update and stated the release date will be before the next meeting in
August.

Member Alfano asked what is driving the schedule and John stated that we want to wrap up the
project.

8. Presentation on the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Bicycle Plan

Niko Letunic, consultant from Eisen/Letunic, presented this item on the BART Bicycle Plan. There
are two fairly significant changes to the scope of the plan. It creates a second scope which is to make



recommendations on access to BART stations. They have done extensive public outreach and they
issued a survey with 4500 respondents. He asked for input on recommendations on the plan and
stated that the BPAC could email comments to kevin@eisenletunic.com. They would like input on
three items. The first is bike access to BART stations. The second is bike access within BART
stations and the third is general system wide improvements.

Member Grantham commented that there is almost zero signage around BART stations for bikes.

Pat Giorni, member of the public, stated she had emailed the consultants about bikes on board.
Bikes on board can be considered in the plan since it is an existing condition. She thinks they should
have public members on the BART Bike Pian Technical Advisory Committee.

Andrew Boone, member of the public, commented that bikes on board should be studied again. He
acknowledged that folding bikes are allowed at all times.

9. Member Communications

None

10. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at9:20 pm.



CICAGAGEI{DA REPORT

Date: August 25,2077

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

From: John Hoang

Subject: Review and recommend approval of the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan

(For further information contact John Hoang at 363-4105)

RECOMMENDATION

That the BPAC review and recommend approval of the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan.

FISCAL IMPACT / SOURCE OF FUNDS

$200,000 / TDA Art. 3, Measure A

BACKGROUND/DISCU S SION

The goal of the new San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP) project is to update
the previous bicycle plan and expand the document to include a new pedestrian component with countl'wide
signihcance. This project update status is the sixth provided to the BPAC. The meetings, which are
summarized below, allow the BPAC the opportunity to provide input at key stages in the CBPP development
process.

BPAC Meetins Discussion

July 22,2070 Draft Policy Framework and plan elements

August 26,2010 Final Policy Framework, existing pedestrian conditions, methodology for
developing pedestrian focus a¡ea and refining bicycle network

October 28,2010 Draft Countywide Bikeway Network (CBN) and pedestrian improvement
typologies

January 27,201I Recommend CBN and pedestrian focus areas

February 24,2071 Release draft CBPP for public review

CBPP Outreach

During the initial phase of the CBPP development process, beginning in July 201 0, the 20 cities and County
were asked to complete a survey indicating the state of bicycle and pedestrian projects within each respective
jurisdiction. As needed, follow-up interviews and meetings were held with jurisdictions. As part of the
process, the C/CAG BPAC has been relied upon to provide input and guidance towards the development of the
CBPP over the course of five meetìngs, the most recent meeting being on February 24,2011.



A Public Open House was held in October 2010 to allow members of the public, bicycle advocacy groups, and
local agency staff to review and discuss the Countywide Bikeway Network (CBN), pedestrian demand analyses
and improvement needs, and the vision/goals/policies. Additional input (e-mails and letters) was received from
individuals and bicycle advocacy groups.

A dministr øtiv e D r øft C B P P

All the comments received from the outreach efforts indicated above were taken into consideration in the
development of the Administrative Draft CBPP. The purpose of the Admin Draft, which was only distributed
to the 20 cities and County in January 201 1, was to provide the jurisdictions (project sponsors) the opportunity
to review the document and make the necessary revisions prior to generating the Draft CBPP that would be
made available to the public.

Drøft CBPP for Public Review

The Draft CBPP (Main Report, Appendices, and accompanying Resource Guide) was released on February 24,
2011 for public review and comments. A downloadable version of the Draft CBPP was also posted on the
project website. Comments were due on April 75,2071 . We continued to receive comments through June.

C/CAG received over 170 individual comments from 36 individuals, local jurisdictions, and groups including
the following: Cities of San Mateo, East Palo Alto, Half Moon Bay, Millbrae, Redwood City, San Bruno, South
San Francisco; County of San Mateo (Health System and Public Works); Caltrans; Metropolitan Transportation
Commission; SamTrans; Mid Coast Community Council; Siena Club; Bike San Mateo County; Silicon Valley
Bicycle Coalition; Group of 19 bicyclists; and 14 individual public members.

Most of the comments focused on modifications to the proposed County Bikeway Network (CBN), refinements
to the Bicycle Key Corridors and Pedestrian Focus Areas defìnitions, and enhancement to information
contained in the document.

A meeting was held on June 23,2011 with local advocacy groups that provided comments to recapitulate key
issues and concems. C/CAG provided the approach to addressing comments.

Finølizing the CBPP

Over the past several months C/CAG has incorporated comments, as appropriate, to finalize the CBPP
(attached). A CBPP cornments list will also be made available in conjunction with the release of the f,rnal

CBPP. With the BPAC's recommendation to approve, the Draft Final CBPP will be presented to the C/CAG
Board for adoption at its September 8, 2011 meeting.

ATTACIIMENTS

- Draft Final San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and Appendix
- Comments to the CBPP
- Resource Guide (available in electronic format only)



Comments on the Drâtt CBpp

::nit..;È iîii*:ii?.t; '$1¡ì :t¡t 4¡rúìhi

I 3ls/2077 raul Grantham would like point out an error on the countyw¡de comprehens¡ve Bicycle and pedest¡an pln vo
ìanded out at the last BPAC meetìng: On figure B-5, lower Hillside drive is shown as an ,,existing

:lass ll bike path" ln fact, ¡t ¡s a Class I bike peth I has only a couple of bike route siBns but not
;triped b¡ke lane upper Hills¡de dr¡ve is shown as an "existing Class I bike path,, ln fact, has no
iignage ¡n that sect¡on, so I think ¡t should be shown as "Unclass¡fied on street,, I live on street
rnd r¡de it dailV lt would indeed be wonderful ¡f these routes existed hopefully in the future
thanks for all your work to provide us with better biking and walking fac¡lities

\4ap amended to show all of Hillside Drìve as a b¡ke route

2 3/7 /2017 :onnie Sadler, RWC \s someone who commutes bV bicycle daily from Redwood City to palo Alto {l work at Stanford),
can tell you that there are several very dangerous areas that need to be addressed One in

rarlicular needs to be called out The stretch of road along East Bayshore Road between Haven
rnd Woodsrde Road is quìte dangerous because of the volume of speeding traffic along that
;tretch, and the lack of a blke lane, partìcularly ìn the southbound dìrection There is a lot of bike
:raffìc along this route, and there is a serious need for ¡mprovement there There really is no
rlternat¡ve to taking that route for those headed to the brke path south of Marsh Road, and very
ittle space I thought ¡t was worth mentioning as the county looks at potential ,'hot spots,'

'lo change Th¡s segment is proposed in the plan as unclassified on-street

3 3/7 /2077 Ol¡ver Bock I r¡de a fair amount and as you know, it ¡s diff¡cult to find safe routes to get north and south or
east and west I ride from Woodside and have been us¡ng Redwood Ave which runs parallel to
Woods¡de Road to get to downtown tt works pretty well lT would work even better if ¡t was a

b¡ke route or bike boulevard lt ¡s a lot wìder than Oak and not as busy, White paint and b¡ke
signs would make it a much n¡cer route As far as north south, the best I have found between
Redwood Cily and Palo Alto, {l generally don't go north from Redwood City), winds through the
Fair Oaks ne¡ghborhood and ends up on Bay Road I then cut up to Coleman and cross ¡nto palo

Alto on the Chaucer ST brid8e Bike lanes on busy roads l¡ke Middlef¡eld and El Camino may
seem like a good idea but I don't l¡ke the traffic or the fumes from the vehicles tt also feels mor€
dangerous to be on busy roads I hope th¡s is helpful and t'd be happy to provide more input
either by email or in person By the way, I r¡de an electr¡c bike which increases my range and in
my op¡n¡on turns a bike into a very functional form of transportat¡on Especially as Bas prices

504 r

Redwood Avenue: City doesn't identify th¡s as b¡keway ¡n C¡rc Element, but does
¡ndicate Roosevelt Ave, a parallel route as class ll or lll Added Roosevelt Avenue

NS Route: Not enouBh specific ¡nfo to add it in, but we do show a lot of low-
volume streets ¡n atherton/menlo park connecting to santa clara county

4 )/9/20rr Sean Co I am in the process of reviewing the plan and it does not look l¡ke there is a section on description
of citizen involvement This may be added in the final document but I don't see it in th¡s version
Please rev¡ew to the attached checkl¡st to see all the BTA requ¡rements

Public Outreach ¡s alreadv summarized ¡n sect¡on 6 3 2 Added "Outreach" sect¡or
to Execut¡ve Summary

5 3/9/207I Manny Gabet ¡justreadthebikeplanandwantedtoaddmycomment lhavebeenabikecommuterforover
20 years and, although I apprec¡ate your efforts, my opin¡on is that the b¡ke plan ¡s weak and will
have a negligible effect on increasing bike commuting One of the ma¡n barr¡ers keeping others
from b¡ke commuting is the danger from distracted and speed¡ng drivers and the best way to
protect cyclists is to have a physical separat¡on between theìr lanes and the traffic, even if ¡t,s just
a low rìdBe that would alert drivers that they're veer¡ng into the bìke lanes I was also
disappo¡nted to see that there weren't any bike boulevards proposed Anyways, my 2 cents

Added new sub-section to 5ection 6 2: "Designing for B¡cycl¡sts of All Ab¡l¡t¡es."
Referenced NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide Added language regarding
identifying biycle boulevards as alternat¡ve routes to CBN

Section already refers to resource guide Suggested low barrier described ìn
comment not a recommended design-

3/70/2077 Manny Gabet ¡ appreciate the response and thank you for your t¡me My concern was that it makes more sense
to plan the bike boulevards and separat¡ons 3t the county level to have a truly inteBrated b¡ke
network, otherw¡se it ¡s just a patchwork of discontinuous corridors I have been to other U s
c¡ties and countr¡es that have well integrated bike networks where the cyclists are physically
separated from traffic ãnd the number of people who use them to get around on their bikes is

amaz¡ng ln Denmark, for example,20% of adults use their bikes to get to work and school

See response to comment 5 B¡ke bouevards are best ¡mplemented at a local

level, due to level of det¿ìl and local knowledge requ¡red to ¡dentìfy alignments

Autust 2011



Commeñts on the Draft CBpp

oo

No Eete l

6 3/74/2071 Brent Eutler, C¡ty of East palo Alto Pleaseacceptthisaddit¡onal¡nformation,*h¡@
prov¡ded lhis outlines the clty's adopted B¡keway plan, c-s ofthe cìrculation Element rhe map
in the draft san Mateo county B¡cycre and pedestrian pran (cBpp) shourd be amended to incrude
the City's adopted Eikeway plan that is part of the 1999 General plan, which hâs not yet been
amenrlprl fAtÌ¡¡hed m¡nì

B¡keways on Bay Road and Newbrtdge street have bt;;¡;;ifËã;ã;Jñ;ì;-lli
General Plan

3/20/2077 Margaret Pye, San Carlos resident I feel verv strongtv that this pran needs to ailo* forììoninuãuìGkãiay arong v.rdlGfiãììid
from the town of Atherton I use that route by bicycle tt ìs
the most sensible and dire not allow the detour (5th/ remai¡
in the plan. lt ¡s embarrass this detour would be consi keway
forthemajor¡tyofbicycl¡st nty. M¡ddlef¡eldRdinthe usedbr
many b¡cycl¡sts and pedestrians- you need to acknowledge that fact by making it part of the
offìcial plan, so that any deficits in safety or conven¡ence in that neighborhood can be rectified,
not ignored and c¡rcumvented Thank you for consider¡ng my (strong) opin¡on ¡n this regard

Middlef¡eld road in Fa¡r Oaks added to CBN

8 3/27/2077 ìobert Weil, San Carlos PWD oneofourTranspoftatìoncommi55¡oner5not¡ced5ometh¡m
plan. on page A-2, there's a reference to a s7,oo0 project described as "san carlos Ave from Elm
sttoskywayRoad,0Sgmires" Therimitsofth¡sprojectshourdbechengedtosancarrosAvenu,
from Elm street to El camino Real rt can rema¡n a class ilr facil¡ty This wourd be cons¡stent wìth
the draft Bicycle Transportatìon pran for 5an carlos, which descr¡bes the follow¡ng project:
lmproved Access to san carlos Tra¡n station A Trans¡t v¡llage is planned for vacant land in the
v¡c¡n¡ty of the san carlos Tra¡n stat¡on As part of the Transit v¡llage project, the ex¡sting
intersect¡on of san carlos Avenue and Er camìno Rear wiil be modified to remove the east reB of
the ¡ntersectìon. Motor¡zed vehìcles will access rail stat¡on parking from a new intersection at
cherry street and El camino Rear other changes are beìng cons¡dered to san carros Avenue and
Laurel street in the vicinity of the trâ¡n station on both sides As part of these changes, bicycle
eccess should be ¡mproved to the extent poss¡ble lt ¡s ¡mperative that this design ìnclude
provis¡on for ¡mprov¡ng bicycle access on san carlos Avenue between Elm st and El camino Real

Maps identify segment from Êlm to El Cam¡no Real. Revised appendix I tables to
reflect th¡s

9 3/ 27 /2O7r y'K Jones, Redwood C¡ty res¡dent l'm respondinE to the San Mateo County Comprehens¡ve eicy.l" pta. w- ltã;æ;tËGk*¡v
way and Jefferson ¡ntersect¡on in Redwood cÌty/Emerald H¡lls we have rwo comments: 1 Ther€
are no sidewalks on Jefferson ¡n the county erea of Emerald H¡lrs s¡dewalks ex¡st where
Jefferson is ¡ns¡de the boundarìes of Redwood c¡ty, but not in the unincorporated area of san
Mateo county. My children will be walking to school (Roy cloud) and r fear for their safety wherc
there ¡s no s¡dewalk. Any chance sidewalks could be ¡nstalled on the short distance between Roy
Cloud school and the Jefferson/Lakeview ¡ntersection? 2. There are a large amount of bikers thal
useJeffersontotravelfromtheAlamedaareaofRedwoodcitytocanadaRoad rthinkmore
bikers use lefferson than use Farm Hill However, the comprehensive plan calls for bike lanes on
Farm Hill and notJefferson Anychanceleffersoncould getthem?

S¡dewalk request forwarded to County.

Jefferson is too narrow to receìve bike lanes ¡n many sections (20,wide) Not
added to plan-

10 1 3/37/2077 ;teve Vander¡¡p ldent¡fy and correct barr¡ers to b¡cycling Barr¡ers are identif¡ed ¡n section 3 1 4 Needs more
specific deta¡ls on how will be addressed

)ocument already includes Table 1: Summary of Ex¡sting Bìcycle and pedestrian
lridges and Undercrossings Across Major Barriers proposed xings of major
)arriers included ¡n appendix A Maps in Chapter 6 and appendix A updated to
nclr¡de m¡ior h:rripr<102 3/3r/2077 Steve Vanderlip Not Mentioned: Build a connect¡nB bìke path at the Millbrae caltrain/BART station to center

Street, Millbrae
Path extents confirmed w¡th C¡ty plan shows proposed Class I path from Milbrae
BART/Caltran Station along ra¡lroad tracks to Center Street in M¡llbrae.

103 3/31/2077 Steve Vanderl¡p Not Ment¡oned: Complete the mandated BART SSF to Mìllbrae bike path .o.pleti* No documentchânges "BARTon¡y provided fund¡ng to prepare a longterm Class
tra¡l plan No fund¡ng for construction was identif¡ed. plan is completed.',

704 3/37/2077 Steve Vanderl¡p Not Mentioned: Encourage BART to construct the mandated pOC at Roll¡ns Road to A¡rport
Boulevard

POC added after conf¡rmation with City of Millbrae.,'C¡ty has completed pSR/pR

for the M¡llbrae Ave POC AI¡gnment of the new pOC w¡ll be located ¡mmed¡ately
north of the ex¡st¡ñs frpewâv ôverñã(c "

August 2011



Comments on the Draft CBpp

(¡

'fom' _lt i,,

r05 3/37/201,1, iteve Vanderlip Él Camino Grand Eoulevard Multimodal Corridor (¡ rat¡r¡g) \dded sentence to description of prior¡ty corridor North South Bikewiy in
.hlpter 6.106 3/31/2O71 ;teve Vanderlip Address diff¡culty cross¡nB us1o1 Mentioned numerous tìmes as h¡gh prioritv, but lack¡ng means

to ensure compl¡ance
chenge

t07 3/37/2ü.7 5teve Vanderl¡p Redwood City Bridge to No Where Not mentioned No change- Plan shows proposed connections to br¡dge Ment¡on¡ng br¡dge ¡n the
CBPP ¡s not appropr¡ate, as we don't give th¡s level of detail for other projects.

108 11],1 /)0.11 ;teve Vanderlip
111 3/30/2Or1, N4ark El¡ot A fundamental weakness in the plan ¡s the apparent misal¡gnment of it, prioriti-ãirclictsää'

its stated goa¡s iffunding is summed by project group, the real funding pr¡or¡ty ¡s more obv¡ous:
Prior¡ty Corridors (S26 5M), Ma,ior Barriers (520M), and lastly
countywideB¡cycleNetwork(510.2M) Lookingonlyatthelierrproiects,thefund¡ngprior¡tyìs
Pr¡or¡tv Corridors (55 2M) and CBt¡ (S2.2M) Either way, pr¡or¡ty Corr¡dors. which are maìnly
recreational, are g¡ven greater prior¡ty than the CBN Therefore, many of the plan,s proiects mav
be at odds w¡th the real goals.

Disagree with anaysis Look¡ng at mìleage, more miles of CBN projects are
recommended in T1 and T2 than pr¡ority corridors.
ln any case, revised CBN pr¡orit¡zation matrix to remove priority corr¡dor gap
closure crìterion, increase safety points, and ¡nclude pedestrìan collisions in
add¡t¡on to bicycle collisions in safety calculat¡on priority corridors remain in plan,
but are not used ¡n prioritizat¡on but instead l¡sted as one of several project
groups They include both transportat¡on and recreat¡on

772 3/3012077 Mark Eliot \1: lnclude a¡l projects ¡dentif¡ed by cìt¡es and county in their local plans in Appendix A No change Comment later clar¡f¡ed to request including future fìnancial needs for
bìke and ped projects As only a handful ofjurisdictions had th¡s ¡nformat¡on
available. we did not summãr¡rê and inrl¡¡¡le in nlrn11 3 3/30/2077 Mark El¡ot \2: Add pro.iects ¡n Appendix A, where m¡ssing, for all gaps in the CBN Most gaps in CBN are already ¡n local plans, and so are incorporated as ptoposed
proiects Maior EaD on M¡ddlefield Roed has heen rln<crl174 3/30/2077 N4ark El¡ot \3: Add bicycle support facilìty projects that enhance the CBN such as racks, lockers, and signage Bike parking has been added as a countyw¡de bicycle focus area in Chapter 6

11 5 3/30/201,1 Mark Eliot ll': state rn section 8 3 that rDA Article 3 and Measure A funding will be prioritized for cBN
lroiects-

\o change Thìs ¡s the lntention ofthe plan already

116 3/3012077 Mark Eliot l2:state that C/CAG w¡ll use veh¡cle l¡cense fee and flexible federal congestion
nitisation and surface transoortãlion fun.l< fôr hì.v.1ê ñrôiÞ.i<

No change Out of scope of C/CAG jurisd¡ction,

777 3/30/2O7r Mark El¡ot 13:State that c/cAG will apply for gr¿nts to ¡mplement capital-intensive pc and Major Barr¡er
)ro¡ects.

tto change C/CAG ¡s not ¡mplement¡ng agency

11 8 3/301207L Vark El¡ot 11: Score We¡ght¡nB: increase the po¡nts for Safety such that ìt accounts for at leasi
l3% of the total

¡Ve have increased weight of safety cr¡teria, and added pedestr¡an collisions as

uell as bike collisions
11 9 3/30/2071 Mark Eliot :2: Safety: change the criterion to use the federal Safety tndices (FHWÁ-HRT-06-130)

)r equ¡valent
!ochange Thelevelofdeta¡l/datarequ¡redofthisanalysisisproh¡b¡t¡vefordo¡n
)n a countyw¡de level Recommend considering th¡s analys¡s for CFp rankings

3/30/2077 vlark Eliot :3: Safety: expl¡citlv state how the safetv ooints are assisned besed on rhe tn.tet
11 11 3/30/2071 Vlark Eliot -4: Station Access: expand the rad¡us to 1 75 mi¡es for biking and include 0 5 miles for walk¡ng !o Change Though FIA has proposed a 3-mile catchment area for bicyclists

ìround transit, we have decided to reflect a shorter distance due to the need to
¡llow different scor¡ng between projects lfwe used 3-m¡le rad¡us, the major¡ty o
rroiects w¡thin the urbanized area would score the same, neg¿tìng the
mportance ofthe transit crìterion Pr¡or¡t¡zat¡on critera desc.¡bed ¡n Chapter 6
ìot applìed to pedestrÌan projects, so not appropriate to ¡nclude walking

77 72 3/30/2O7r \4ark El¡ot :5ì Stat¡on Access: assign points based on proxrmity for each mode, rather than all-ornoth¡ng )rlorìt¡zat¡on critera described in Chapter 6 not appl¡ed to pedestr¡an projects, so
ìot appropriate to include walking. Revìsed pr¡oritization to assign scores based
)n 0 5 1 0 and 1 S m¡le hr¡ffÊr(

11 13 3/30/2077 vlark Eliot :6: Act¡v¡ty center Access: explic¡tly state how the 8 and 12 poìnts are ass¡gned based on dens¡tv \dded to Table 11

11 14 3/30/2Or7 vlark El¡ot :7:Underserved Commun¡t¡es: state that soc¡al equity is a pol¡cy ¡n sect¡on 2 or Íemove this
:r¡terion

Added pol¡cy "Policy2 7: Encourage local agencies to ¡mplement ìnfrastructure
and programs that improve the safety, comfort and convenience of walk¡ng and
licycling in underserved communities " To chapter 2

I 3/3012077 vlark Eliot :8:Gap Closure: ¡nclude all oroiect catesories do not l¡mit to priorirv aôrri.iôrc ìemoved gap closure criter¡on. Most orooosed bikewavs are saD.losrrrp
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11 16 3/30/207r N4ark El¡ot Priority coffidors 1:Revis¡ons. Add Alameda de las pulBas corridor (from crystal spr¡ngs Rd in san
Mateo to Senta Cruz Ave ¡n l\¡enlo

qlameda de Las Pulgas ident¡f¡ed as a pr¡or¡ty Corr¡dor

lL 17 1/3012D77 Vlark El¡ot
11 18 3/30/2077 Mlark El¡ot )rior¡tv Corridôrs 2
119 3/30/2077 Mark Eliot rnor¡ty Corridors 3: close gap ¡n Middlefield Road in N Fair Oãks

L1 2 3/30/2017 Mark Eliot Pr¡or¡tycorridors4: Elim¡natejogtothewestinN-sB¡keway¡nM¡llbrae Addbikepathalong
ytest side of RR tracks

Plan shows proposed Class I path from M¡lbrae BART/Ca¡tran Statìon along
lailroad tracks to Center Street in M¡llbrae.7'J,27 3/3012077 Merk Eliot Pr¡ority Corr¡dors 5; Gaps ìn Bay Tra¡l Not addressed Eg conven¡ent connect¡on between

completed sections N and S of San Carlos A¡roort
change This has been addres5ed with on-street connect¡ons

1r 22 3/30/207r Mark Eliot Major Barriers: Add Map and l¡st of major barr¡ers to Section 6 4 Document already includes Table 1: Summary of Ex¡sting Bicycle and pedestrian
Br¡dges and Undercross¡ngs Across Major Barriers proposed xìngs of major
barriers ¡ncluded in appendix A Maps ¡n Chapter 6 and appendix A updated to
include maior barriers11.23 1/30/2011 Mark Eliot lìcycle Parkingr As such, bike parking projects

¡t major destìnatìons should be ¡ncluded in Appendrx A
\dd bike parking funding section to chapter 6 Level of detail required for
dentifying spec¡f¡c locations for bicycle park¡ng ¡s not appropriate fof countywide
rlent2 4/1 /2011 City of SSF - Tracy Scramaglia lhe 55F BPAC and C¡ty staff rev¡ewed the San Mateo County Comprehensrve Bicycle ãnã-

)edestrian Plan Comments were correlated at BpAC,s regular meeting on April 6, 2011 The
ollowingareasummaryofthecomments:1 Thisdocumentshouldprovideaprocessforannual
rpdates, ¡ncluding correcting errors that are found ¡n the document The plan ¡s a 

,,live,,

iocument, although there ¡s no mention of that 2 Tabre 5: locar Bicycle and pedestr¡an plannìng
:fforts (pâge 31-33) - Th¡s table should provide specific contact names for the various jur¡sdiction
like/PedAdvìsoryComm¡ttee'sinsteadofjustlist¡ngwhetherornotthereisone.3 Table5:
ocal Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Efforts (page 33) - under the city of south san Franc¡sco, ¡t
ndicates the city's Bìcycle Master plan is ¡n the approval process The city adopted its B¡cycle
\4aster Plan on February 9,2011 Th¡s sectìon should be updated 4 We assume that the San
vlateo County Comprehens¡ve 8¡cycle and pedestr¡an plan w¡ll be ava¡lable online when
rpproved L¡nks should be available within the document to other c¡tv,s Bike/ped plans, C¡ty,s
vebs¡tes, City's BPAC contacts, and other relevant links as appropr¡ate
f you have any quest¡ons about the comments above, please email or call me at 650-829_6651

1 Included update proceedure in ¡mplementatìon chapter Recommend that
C/CAG issue errata memos as errors come to light, and sol¡c¡t broader rev¡ew of
plan every 2 years and issue memo summariz¡ng updates.
2 Th¡s lìst ¡s more appropriate for the C/CAG webs¡te than the plan.
3 Removed footnote and added "B¡cycle Master plân (2011)" to table 5
4. pdPed document will have click-able links

LA 4/10l2O7r vlarge Colap¡etro ireetings John Acknowledgements page: I thìnk we should ¡ndicate. Vice Chair after Judi
\¡osqueda'sname KheeL¡mofourpWdepartment,butmaynotbeabletodosobylsthas
hey and we are preparing for our CC meet¡ng on Tuesday I'll do so as quickly as I can meet with
taff Thank vnil fnr r/õ,,r nâtiÞn.a

-hange made to acknowledgements page

15 4/71,/2077 MarBe Colapietro while feading through the cBPP Draft, I wanted to ensure that our city ¡nformat¡on was correct
was able to follow-up today and I have the follow¡ng to add, in addÌtion to my comment relative
to the "title" of Vice Cha¡r being added on the page of Acknow¡edgements after ludi
Mosquedqa's name: Page 32 of the Needs Analysìs, City of MÌllbrae: *3rd Column from left
"Other Relevant Plans" please insert: Bicycle and pedestr¡an Transportation plan (2009) .4th
Column from left "B¡ke/Ped Adv¡sory Comm¡ttee?" please now say: parks & Recreation
Comm¡ssion & BPAC 5ub-Committee paBe 38 of the Needs Analvs¡s, City of Millbrae: *tf
"2000" Census information will be used, then Millbrae stats okay - our staff does not have stats
from 2010 Census Page 45 ofthe Needs Analysis, C¡ty of Millbrae: *tnformation compiled from
2010 Census Data appears to be okay Thank you for ensuring the updates are included!

Shanges made

15 1 4/74/2011 lohn Langbein I would l¡ke to see the written comments prov¡ded by the public (and public organ¡zat¡ons) be
included in an appendix of the plan with thoughtful feedback provided bv e¡ther the consult¿nts
and/or C/CAG staff

A comment summary has been prov¡ded as an appendix to the document, and thÉ

'ull comments with responses have been uploaded to the project website

162 4/74/2071. ohn Langbe¡n Jse of coll¡sion data is flawed to identìfy which corridors should be improved over others Data ¡s

ncomplete, data sets are small, data is not normalized for the # of bicyclìsts on a route
!o change Coll¡sion analys¡s is one component of overall pr¡or¡t¡zat¡on methods
)ata to normal¡ze collisions by rider ¡s not available We attempt to normalize it
rv lñokino:t rFññrtê.1.ôlli<ìôn< 

^ar 
ñ¡la
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16,3 4/14/2077 John Langbein Normalize coll¡sion data ìn tables No change Table 9 presents coll¡sion S's as percentages next to population
DercentaEes in an effort lo nôrmãl¡7c th¡q.lal¡764 4114t)ñ11 lohn Lansbein :igure 10 and 11 "H¡gh and Low" labels are mean¡ngless Units added to collìs¡on maDs

165 4174/2077 lohn Langbe¡n 481358 only mentioned in passing Complete streets act should be mentioned and repeated
several times Ìn plan

No change Descr¡bed in policies, Descr¡bed in Sect¡on 4 2, referenced ìn section
6 2 2 Major Barriers, referenced in sect¡on 7 3 2, described ìn append¡x D

166 4/74/2077 lohn Langbein County needs bicycle coordìnator No change to plan Added to Open ltem Status List, C/CAG recogn¡zes the des¡re
for a countywìde bìke/ped coordinator and is d¡scussing long-term opt¡ons with
Sen Meteo Côtrñlv HÞâlth qvclÞñ ân.l ôfhê. ¡dên.¡a<

167 4/14/2077 John Langbein :ompletion of b¡ke route along Alameda de las pulgas Corridor, partrcularly through Belmont. Alameda de las Pulgas ¡s ¡n the plan, and has been added to the l¡st of priority
Corr¡dors

168 4/74/2077 lohn Langbein Close gap in Middlefield Road throueh N Fa¡r Oaks \4iddlefield Road sap has been closed
169 4/141201,7 John Langbein Add:stage, Pescadero, West Alpine, Rt 84, West Old La Honda, Lob¡tos and Lob¡tos Creek,

Iulrjtas, Cloverdale, Gazos, and H¡Rs¡ns/Pursisma as recreational routes
No change made.

16 1 4/14/2071. lohn Langbein Table 4, status of 2000 bike pian, item 15 The table should indicate that there are sharrows on
McDonnell Rd w¡lhin SFIA

Table updated.

16 11 4/74/2077 ohn LanBbein Popular, but illegal crossing po¡nts of Caltrain should be cataloged and flagged as projects that
would órôvidê e ç:fp ¡rnccins

No change made. Level of deta¡l not appropriate for countyw¡de plan.

16 12 4/74/2O7r ohn Langbe¡n Table 5, Local Bike and Ped planninB efforts Note that Redwood C¡ty does NOT have any offic¡al
côññittpp

No change We note thete's a proposed committee

16.13 4/74/2OL1 lohn Langbe¡n Santa Cruz Ave (West Menlo Park) between the Alameda and Avy/Orange does NOT have Class lt
bike lane; This currently ¡s a problem as the motor veh¡cle lane in narrow and the parking strip ¡s

fìlled with cers

Santa Cruz Ave between Alameda de Las Pulgas and Avv Avenue ¡n West Menlo
Park chanBed from existing bike lanes to exist¡ng b¡ke route

16.14 4/74/2077 lohn LanBbein The little green path (Class l) connect¡ng Alp¡ne w¡th Sand H¡ll does not meet Caltrans m¡nimum
standards ãs a Class I facil¡ty ln fact, the adjacent, on roadway sect¡on needs improvement; For
¡nstance, for south bound cyclÌsts turning on Jun¡pero Sera need to quick merge over Z (maybe
??l lâñÞ( fô c:fâlv ñiLô rhi< r' ',ñ

No change made Aer¡al photos ¡nd¡cate that path appears to meet standards

16 15 4/74/2077 ¡ohn Langbein How is the br¡dge across Redwood Creek east of RT101 class¡fied? Currently, although the br¡dge
was constructed with public fundinB. there is no right-of-waV for the publÌc to use th¡s cr¡t¡cal
brìdse

No change mede,

16 16 4/14/2017 lohn Langbe¡n Extend the planned by facilrty on Woodside RD from El Camino to Seaport Center east of RT10t No change made Redwood City notes no ¡mmed¡ate plans for the br¡dge, except
that the path leading to the bridge on the E Bayshore s¡de may be ¡mproved
slightly as part ofthe approved Marina One development tn the future,
depending on future development east of h¡ghway 101., this bridge could likelv be
removed and incorporated into a new bridge design as part of an E Bayshore Rd
õ-t^^.i^^ ll-ìA-^ ^

16 11 4/741207r ohn LanBÞein There are three bìke bridges across the creek between Menlo park and palo Allo; the map on
Paee 56 onlv shows one

Bridges added

15 18 4/ r4/2011 ,ohn Langbe¡n The bike path (class 1) north of Whipple and just east of 101 needs to connect with the bike path
next to Steinberger Slough with a comb¡nat¡on of Class 1 and 2 facil¡ties that avoid be¡ng on the
roadway of Redwood Shore Parkway Both Pico lane and an abandon path next to pìco could be
,,.-¡ l^, - -^--^-+ì^-

No change made This connetion was discussed with SamTrans prior to release of
the Feb 2011 draft, and not aooroved.

16 19 417412077 ohn Twin Dolph¡n does not have a class 1 facilitV unless one counts sidewalks \lo change made
t62 4/7412077 ohn Langbe¡n Ralston Ave between El Camino and RT 92 should be upgraded to include bike lanes This road

has potent¡allV high use for cycl¡ng An analog ¡s Woodside Rd west of El Camino; the b¡ke plan
lists thât.oãd ãç (-lâsç l

\o chan8e Designated as unclassified on-street

76 21 4/74/2071 lohn Langbein A very popular and useful commute route ¡s another variation of the one depicted in Atherton;
Going north from Elena, use Barry, Selby Lane, West 5elby Lane, San Carlos, Massachusetts to
Ala meda

No change CBPP already ¡ncludes similar route
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\6 22 4/74/2o7r lohn Langbein ln the compan¡on Resource Guide, my overall impress¡on, at least for the bicycle facilittes, it

prov¡des the sâme ¡nformat¡on as Chapter 1O0O of the Caltrans Highway Design Manuel Rather, I

would have ftke to see that the Guide prov¡de ¿ Best practices rnessage

No change Guide ¡ncludes ¡nnovetive treatments

177 4/741207! Bob Page To real¡ze an effective county bikeways system, we need a proactive bìkeways coordìnator at the
county level who would work with all the local jurisdìctions to ¡mplement a regional bikeways

No change to plan- Added to Open ltem Status L¡st. C/CAG recognizes the desire
for a countywide bike/ped coord¡nator and ¡s discussing ¡ong-term opt¡ons w¡th
çân MrtÊñ aôrrnlv Hêzlth sv<têñ âñd 

^rhÞr:deñ.iac7) 4114/?011 Bob Pase Priorìty corridor 1: Gap in M¡ddlefield Roèd throueh N Fair Oaks N¡iddlefield Roed sao closed
tt3 4/14/2077 Bob Page Pr¡ority Corridor 2: Alameda de las Pulgas from Crystal Sprìngs Road ìn San Mateo to Santa Cruz

Avenue ¡n Menlo Park should be identified as a Priôritv Corridor lF¡ørrrÞ 17ì
Alameda de Las Pulgas dded as a pr¡ority corridor

174 4/t412017 Bob Page Local Area 1: Menlo Park/Redwood City/Atherton Marsh Road ìs an essential route for cross-
county travel, but ¡ts southern end (south of Fair Oaks Avenue) is narrow and the Middlefield
Road intersection is very unfr¡endly for cycl¡sts A safer -east/west bike route ¡s recommended
from the Bay Road / Marsh Road ¡ntersection to the Alameda de las Pulgas From the BaV/Marsh
¡ntersect¡on, the route follows Bay Road, 18th Avenue, 15th Avenue, Palmer Lane, Fair Oeks Lane

Route not added to plan However plan ident¡fies parallel low-volume routes as

rppropr¡ate for local c¡ty development.

L75 4/74/2077 lob Page Local erea 2: Redwood City/Atherton
A useful bike route from the Alameda De Las Pulgas ¡n Redwood C¡ty to Valpara¡so Avenue near
downtown Menlo Park, which avoids a lot of motorized traffic, follows Massachusetts Avenue
(bike lanes),54n Carlos Avenue, West Selby Lane, Selby Lane, Atherton Avenue, Barry Lane and

'lo change to plan. Corridor is close to enother sim¡lar low-volume route

176 4/74/ZOtl lob Page Local Area 3: Woodside

a) Figures 16 and B-12 should show solid blue lines to ¡ndicate ex¡sting bike lanes on:
Sand H¡ll Road -- Whìskey Hill Road to Portola Road

Portola Road - Sand Hill Road to Portola Valley boundary
Wh¡skey H¡ll Road - 5and Hìll Road to Woods¡de Road

acìllties Added

1,t 7 4/14/207r Bob Paee )) ln Figure 8-12, Woods¡de Road ìs m¡slabeled as -fripo Rd ìen amed
!78 41L4/2071 Bob Page lhe short loop labeled -Manzanita Way that parallels Mountain Home Road is inappropriate to

;how on a countyw¡de plan (As depicted in Figure B-12, the southern part of the loop ¡s on

ìemoved

71 9 4/74/2011 8ob Page )oes the proposed Class I path between Canada Road and Farm Hill Boulevard requife an

rasement across pr¡vate property? lf so, an alternatìve location might be to start the path from
:dnada Road at the Cal Water tr¡anBle of land ¡mmed¡ately south of the l-280 underpass

!o change made We have not looked at the path w¡th that level of detail
\l¡gnment in plan is suggested, but not f¡nal¡zed

18 1 4/7412017 ian Mateo - Gary Heap like Parking should be cons¡dered as beìng regionally sign¡f¡cant, especially ìn the Re¡l

:orr¡dor,TOD areas and at reg¡onal destlnations l¡ke downtowns and Caltra¡n/Bart stat¡ons

Bike parking has been added as a countyw¡de bicycle focus area in Chapter 6

4l14l2071 ian Mateo - Gary Heap Page ii - Exist¡ng Condit¡ons - The Railroad tracks aren't mentioned as a barrier here and are
barelv mentioned ¡n the Exist¡nq Chaoter sect¡on {oase 14)

Added sentence to page ¡i in executive summary- Expanded discuss¡on ¡n Existìng
a^ñâir¡^ñ. ahiñÌôr

183 4/r412077 ;en Mateo - Gary Heap Page vi¡ - Pedestrian Prior¡t¡zat¡on Cr¡teria - lt appears that over 90% of the County's population
ì< iñ thÞ ÞÞ.1â<Ìr¡rn Fñ.¡,< 'rÞ,

leduced the school buffer to 1/8 m¡le, narrow¡ng the definitions of Pedestrian

784 4/74/2077 ;an Mateo - Gary Heap Page 14 - Barriers - See above note about the ra¡lroad tracks I would add some further analysis

or a few more sentences to descr¡be the ra¡lroad oed/bike crossinss
iee response to 18 2

185 4/74/201,1 ;an Mateo - Gary Heap Page L5 - B¡cycle lnfrastructure - B¡cycle parking should be included as ¡nfrastructure or at least
mcntiô^ it r( <'rññ^.t fr.¡l¡ìiÞ< çaa ñ^ra :h^\/ê ã. u,âll

\dded sentence to section 3 2 1 Eike park¡ng has been added as a countywide
ìi.',.1Ã f^.". rrôr iñ ah.ñ+or <

186 4/t4/207! ;an Mateo - Garv HeaD )ase 25 - Emolovment Densitv - " in Foster Citv nôrth south of Stelp Route g7 '' ôrrêat¡ôn mãrlP
4/t4/207r an Mateo - Gary Heap )age 26 - Section 4 4 3 - The aging demogrâph¡cs is REALLY ¡mportant Thìs sect¡on seems to get

ost in the shuffle here There should be further analys¡s or description here with a few graphìcs

A growth chart with ages would help. plus mavbe a chart by c¡ties and where the largest senior
Ìr^,¡,+h ¡< a^iñd +^.^^- f.^^

\dded chart from County Ag¡ng Model
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188 4l74lZO77 san Mateo - Gary Heap . Page 34 - B¡cycl¡st Categor¡es -Th¡s is a great definition of bicycle riders and what % ofthe

populet¡on each category represents I have seen th¡s before ìn a hor¡zontal bar graph and I

would suggest add¡ng it here too for extra emphasis

Added bar chart

189 4/74/2077 San Mateo - Gary Heap Page 36 - Sect¡on 5 2 1 - There are great crash stat¡stics that state ¡f vou are over a certain age
(senior)youaremorelìkelytod¡efromacoltisionwithamotorveh¡cle lwouldthrowthìsinto
beef this section up think the crash statìst¡cs came out of the pedestr¡an Counts Summit or
from the Health Department, but it basically savs that the older you are the less likely you are
able to recover from a collision with a motor vehicle and more likelv to die from it

Added chart (f¡gure 9) ¡llustrating relationship between speed and pedestrian
fatalìtv Added sentences to sect¡on 5 2 1 related to sen¡or and child collisions

18 1 4/74/20rr San Mateo - Gary Heap Page 50 - Signage - For regionally signif¡cant routes, ìe the Northlsouth CBN, the signaBe ¡s

pretty small Understanding that we are conf¡ned to some extent to the MUCTCD, can you beef
up the sÌgn a b¡t and make ¡t more sign¡f¡cant and not¡ceable?

No change lhe wayf¡nding signage recommended ¡s fairly obv¡ous and signifiant
Much better than the old number¡ng s¡gnage from MUTCD

18 11 4/74/2077 san Mateo - Gary Heap Page 80 - Sect¡on 8 3.1 - "Since there is a wìde array of pedestr¡an related projects, projects
w¡thin the Pedestr¡an Focus Areas would rece¡ve higher consideration for fund¡ng over projects in
areas not defined ¡n the CBPP " The problem that I have with this sentence is that everything is in
the Pedestrian Focus Area, so this isn't as valid and as strong as if the pedestrian Focus Area area

Reduced the school buffer to L/8 mile, narrowing the defin¡tions of pedestr¡an

Focus Areas

18 12 4/14/2077 San Mateo - GarV Heap PageA-7-SanMateo-ProjectT¡tle-HillsdaleBoulevard-Edisontos Norfolk-Thisprojecl
mUst be an error becãuse PW hes no re.ord ôf it ôr nlenç plêâ<Þ .âll rô .ôñfirñ

Th¡s ¡s the Hìllsdale Overcrossìng Name changed ìn document and costs revised

18 13 4/74/2017 San Mateo - Gary Heap Page A-7 - 5an Mateo - Project T¡tle - San Mateo Caltrain/Shore Connector - Distance and route
are off because the path would go past Kehoe and around the school plus, there is no ment¡on o
a 101 overcross¡ng here Please call to confirm or check with Jenifer

Map correction made,

i9 1 4/1.s/2077 qndrew Boone One major flaw of the Plan ¡s that it does not propose any bicycle
improvements for Middlefield Rd throuBh un¡ncorporãted area North Fa¡r Oaks
(between Charter and sth Ave)

Middlef¡eld Road gap closed.

192 4/76/2OI7 Andrew Eoone Another major omissÌon of the Plan ¡s a recommendation that the county
assign a full t¡me B¡cvcle Program Coord¡nator

C/CAG recogn¡zes the desire for a countywide bike/ped coord¡nator and ¡s

discussing long-term opt¡ons wlth 5an Mateo Countv Health System and other

193 4/7712077 Andrew Boone The bicycle lanes on Univers¡ty Avenue from Donohoe St. to Bayfront Expwy
should re strìped to 6 5 ft w¡de

No change Suggest br¡ng¡ng up with EPA directly Specif¡c project dete¡ls are teft
for Cities to ¡mplement ldent¡fication of a pro¡ect in the plan as existing does not
preclude a city from apply¡ng for fund¡ng to ¡mprove that corridor

194 4/78/2077 qndrew Boone There are several errors ¡n the Existing Bikewâys shown on the maps ¡n

Appendix B ofthe Plan for E¿st Palo Alto *please correct them:
Pul8as Ave ¡s shown as having bicycle lanes There are no bicycle lanes on

Changed Pulgas Avenue to proposed Class ll bike lanes

195 4/79/2071 \ndrew Boone Bay Rd ¡s shown as hav¡ng bicycle lanes from Untversìty Ave to pulgas Ave
The bicycle lanes on Bay Rd actually extend from Addison Ave to Clarke Ave

Revised ex¡st¡ng b¡ke lanes on Bay Road to reflect comment change_

196 4/20/2077 qndrew Boone lhere is an "Existing Over/undecrossing" shown at Euclid Ave and Highway
1 nr ThêrÞ i< ñô Þvi<tiño ^vâr.r^.ciñd ^r | 'ñ¡õr.¡^.ciñd hô/-

Changed to proposed Undercrossing exists, but ¡s closed
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Mateo County - D¡ana Shu e-ma¡l dated 4/15/11 and markup of the CBpp (SMC)

please add the follow¡ng bicycle trail projects to you appendix tables if they are not already
l¡sted:

Mirada Road, Class lbicycle Tr¿¡l from Magellan to M¡rada Rd in Moss Beach,
Crystel Springs Bike Trail from Hwy 92 to CS Dam
B¡cycle routes at h¡ghway intersections countyw¡de.

M¡rada Surf land ll completed trails

and additions to document completed.

scoring does not ¡nclude rec¡.eatlon. We do identify CBN focus areâs
pr¡or¡ty corr¡dors) that ¡nclude major recreational facilit¡s

Bruno - Laura Russell see attached e-ma¡l dated 4/15/17 2I San Bruno Comments.doc
-map updates
-clar¡f¡cation for cost of Tier 1 project for Un¡ncorporated County (SFO) on page A 2.
- clar¡f¡cet¡on for T¡er 2 Arter¡al crossings l¡sted for san Bruno on page A 6. lt ¡s unclear as to

the 520,000 per crossing will pay for
- Ped focus areas too broad to be useful.

Ref¡ned pedestrìan focus areas by shrinking buffer around schools

Prov¡de clarificat¡on on T¡er 1 project for Unincoiporated County (SFO) ,(San
Bruno Overcross¡ng): Yes, that cost estimate was calculated es standard Ctass I

pãth (should not have been) and is too low. Us¡ng 5.2 million cost provided ¡n
2000 plan, adjusted for ¡nflat¡on to 6 5 mill¡on.

ification provided for Tier 2 Arteri¿l Crossings listed for San Bruno on pege A

4/75/20t7 Redwood City - Susan Wheeler See attached e-mail dated 4/1Sl1j. 22 RwC Comments.doc

-h¡gher lesolution on maps
-p 32 Downtown Precise Plan was adopted ¡n 2011, not 2010.
-Pàge43and44 Therawfrequencyofbikeandpedcollisions¡sthewrongth¡ngtomap.Rather

frequency, these maps should be based on collisions per bike/ped mile travelled, or per
bike/ped trip
- Page 64 and 65 Overcrossings should be considered a last fesort they are miserable and

For s¡tuat¡ons like Woodside Road, we need to avo¡d overcross¡ngs and put ¡n
crosswalksifwewanttobetrulywalkable. Onlyoverfreeways,canyons,orr¡versshould
be used, not on at grade arterials

.There are a few existing bikeway segments ¡n Redwood C¡ty that are not included in the CBN
(e.g FigureEl,pagevi) butwh¡chares¡gnificantandshouldbeaddedtothemap.(tists

There is an exist¡ng pedestrian overcrossing
the proposed High Speed Ra¡l and any concerns that ¡t not create additional barr¡ers to

end bicyclists. over the Caltra¡n tracks lÒcated adjacent to Woods¡de Roed Th¡s
be shown on the maps (e g. on page ix and 69)
for minor typos throughout document Page 1, last paragraph: should ,'presses,' be

? Page3T,lesll¡nesaysMenloPark'spercentageofbicyclecommutersis35%,butthe
on the following page lists ¡t as 3.7%

¡t appears that some of the Tier 1, 2, and 3 b¡keway projects l¡sted for Redwood Cit

H¡gher resolution maps will be provided.

will include labels for all streets w¡th bikeways and labeli for cit¡es and tra¡n

maps show collisions per quarter mile, rather than raw number of
Datã to determine rate per bicycl¡st or rate per pedestr¡an ¡s

text to I'Mejor Barrier Crossings'' in sect¡on 7.2 to clarify when
are appror¡ate. Strengthened language about improv¡ng ex¡sting
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Comments on the Draft CBpp

Þ(¡

No DâtÊ, Froin
Responseh:iirÈ'!^CÞ¡"-,Ëiij'¡{i.,ii:14,:l¡ri!iijìiì'ì:|r'JiitÌjibjrjiijaj'rif,.ii:-1.':-i:i::sìr'fitlrhlrldr:

23 4/1,s/20L7 Halt Moon Bay - Mo Sharma See attached e-mail dated 4/1Sl11 andr referenced maps (2 total) 23 Hfvle Comme.ú;;;
23 HMB_attach2 pdf, 23 HMB _attachl pdf

-ed¡ts to pathways along hwy 1 ¡n HMB (described)
-request to add bus routes along HWy 92 of countyw¡de signf¡icence
-Barriers - ment¡on non-exÌstant/narrow shoulders on 92
-mod¡fy fig 6 to show area of employment density along rte 92 within 2 mi of rte 1
-update table 5 to show parks and rec comm¡ss¡on as bike ped advisory committee
-update fìgure 15 on pg 55 to show completed & proposed path in hwv 1 corr¡dor south of rte 92
(descr¡pt¡on) Remove costal tra¡l between seymour st and redondo beach road amend fig 17 and
f¡g 21 likew¡se

-amend fig b-8
-move pathways in HMB along rte 1 and rete 9Z up to tier 1

Maps updated per comments
Document ed¡ts ¡ncorporated

24 4/78/2077 Caltrans - lna Gerhard See attached e-mail dated 4/L8,/17 24 Caltrans Comments doc

- Pages 57/58 Countywide Eikeway Network Major Barriers: lt would be helpful to have the
major barriers l¡sted ìn a table plus a column that ¡nd¡cates whether the baí¡er ìs part of a
Pr¡or¡ty CorrÌdor or the Countywide B¡keway Network {or both)
- Concerns about recreational nature of pr¡or¡tV corridors

Rev¡sing CBN prioritization matr¡x to remove pr¡or¡ty corr¡dor gap closure
cr¡ter¡on. ¡ncrease safety points, and include pedestrian coll¡s¡ons ¡n add¡tion to
bicycle collisions in safety calculation. pr¡oritv corridor idea is removed, and
replaced with focus corridors that are important longer county-level corr¡dors,
divided by recreational vs commuter

Document already includes Table 1: Summery of Ex¡sting Bicycle and pedestr¡an

Br¡dges and Undercrossings Across Mejor Barriers proposed x¡ngs of major
barriers ¡ncluded in appendixA Maps in Chapter 5 and appendix A updated to
include major barriers

25 4l7Al)01 JVBC ;æ attached letter dated 4/78/71
26 4/18/2077 Samtrans - Marisa Espinosa /orcem¿rl - are all overcrossings included? Will send more comments v¡a e_mail )ocument already includes Table 1: Summary of Exist¡ng Bicycle and pedestr¡an

lridges and Undercross¡ngs Across Major Barriers proposed xings of major
)arrÌers included ¡n append¡x A Maps in Chapter 6 and appendix A updated to
nclude major barr¡ers

27 4/20/2071 San Mateo Parks/Pw - Ceci¡y ;ee attached e-mail dated 4/19/11 and attachments (2 f¡les) )rojects added to Countyw¡de Bikeway Network.

28 1 4/2012077 iierra Club - Megan Fluke Projects 1 Include low-speed roadway designs such as bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
projects

2 lmplement a network of bicycle boulevards within five years l¡nked to the land uses of children
3 lmplement a var¡etyof bikewayfacilitytypes
4 lnclude traflic calm¡ng as a means of designing enforcement ¡nto the street

\dded new sub-section to Section 6 2: "Design¡ng for B¡cyclists of AII Abil¡ties ',

ìeferenced NACTO Urban Bikeway Design cuide Added language regarding
dentify¡ng biycle boulevards and as alternative routes to CBN

282 4/20/207! iierra Club - Megan Fluke )rojects 5 lnclude plazas, place making, parking free zones, local economy development, and
)er¡ohefal consestìon oriced nârkinc ìn thp npdcctri:n fn¡¡ r< :ro:<

\dded sentence to "Downtown Area lmprovements

283 4/20/2077 ;¡erra Club - Meg¿n Fluke )ro.¡ects 6 Work wÌth San Mateo County Health System to get data on how proposed projects,
)rograms, and pol¡c¡es will pos¡tively ¡mpact phys¡cal act¡v¡ty, different¡ated by strong or
lmers¡ns evidence

!o change More appropr¡ate for post-plan rev¡ew than incorporat¡on ¡nto th¡s
)lan

2A4 4/20/2017 ;ierra Club - Megan FIuke )rojects 7 start a counter cycl¡cal tax on gasol¡ne that increases toward a stable target because
righer pr¡ces ¡ncrease modal share-start a counter cyclical tax on gasoline that increases toward
tãble lârsÞt hÞ.âil(e hishÊr ñ.¡.Þ< iñ.rôâ<a ñ^/.l.hr,â

\¡o change Out of scope of plan/C/CAG jur¡sd¡ction

4/20/2071 ;ierra Club - Megan Fluke )roject 8. Ten and f¡fteen year t¡me frames are not in the public ¡nterest, set a goal to convert
oad space lo accessible networks in the next five years

{o change Sett¡ng shorter t¡meframes will not move projects forward faster 10
/ears ¡s very short time frame to get roadway ¡mprovements constructed

285 4/20/2071 ;¡erra Club - Megan Fluke )rograms 1 lncludetemporarystreetclosures streetsAlìveshouldbeafocusofthisplan \dded Streets Alive to programs section in Chapter 3
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Fg'

Ndr

2A7 4l20/ZO7r Sierra Club - Megan Fluke neap
raffic calminB wÌth plastic cones and drums is preferable to no traffic calminB

r nrs revet 01 detatt not appropr¡ate for countywide plan Resource gu¡de ¡ncludes
lraffic calming and bicycle bouelvards D¡sagree w¡th note that cheap traff¡c
calm¡ng is preferrabìe to none--some communities will object to traff¡c calm¡ng Ìf
it'ç uolv288 4/20/201.L Sierra Club - Megan Fluke )rograms 3 Add proBrams that encouraBe congestìon pr¡ce automobile parking in resident and

)us¡ness benef¡t d¡str¡cts where main bicycle routes and pedestrian zones exist and modal share
5h!ch.

see response to comment 28 2

289 4/20/2017 Sierra Club - Megan Fluke )rograms 4 Penalize jurisdictions ¡f pedestr¡an and bicyclìst safety needs are compromised for
:ongestion Management (see safetv measures under the SAFETEA-LU and the state's safety
mplementation Dlan htto://www dot ca sov/sHspl

!o change CBPP ¡s not appropr¡ate place to address th¡s ¡ssue C/CAG to forward
:omment to CountVWide Transportat¡on plan project manager

28 1 4/20/2Or7 Sierra Club - Megan Fluke )rograms 5 To eliminate gaps, make "safe access and connectivrty,,, a crjter¡a for funding ',Jo change C/CAG to consider this cr¡ter¡a for next CFp ttem added to Open ltem
;tatus Reoort

28 11 4/20/2071 S¡erra Club - Megan Fluke )olic¡es 1 Declare measureable targets for project objectives -l-he plan should include;
Numer¡c object¡ves that define a des¡rable level of service for gender safe bicycle parkìng
Wh¡ch government agency ¡s respons¡ble for implementat¡on and when
Benchmarks and performance measures for assesstng progress

\,lo change CBPP w¡ll not include this level of deta¡l ttem added to Open ttem
;tatus Report

28 12 4/20/2077 iierra Club - Megan Fluke )olicies 2, Priorìt¡ze projects and adopt pol¡cies that incre¿se the following measures of
üalkabil¡ty: connect¡v¡ty, urban design, land use m¡x, and resident¡al density Spec¡fic proposals
or cons¡deratìon (not mentioned ¡n the plan) include:
L¡mit construction of projects that don't have paseos or priorìti¿e walking accessìbìlity
Connect existing cul-de-sacs, dead ends, or blocks lonBer than 1OO-feet
L¡mìt block size

Des¡gn for im¿geabìlity, enclosure, human scale, transparency, and complexity (See Ew¡nB et al ,

r006)

Encourage a dense accessible mix of land uses

\dded paragraph to section 7 2

28 13 4/20/2011 ìierre alúb - Mepen FlrrkP )olicv 3. Create policìes to ìncreale bìcycle and pedestnan access to nutr¡tious food tJo change Good pol¡cv, feel ex¡stins ool¡cies cover it
28 14 4/20/2011 ;ierra Club - Megan Fluke )ol¡cy 4 Oesign for ¡nexperienced cyclists The plãn does mention the needs of ìnexperienced

:yclìsts but does not promote a network accessrble to inexperienced cycl¡sts

;ee response to comment 28 I

28 15 4/20/2011 ;ierra Club - Megan Fluke )ol¡cy 5 lnclude health and equ¡ty in project evaluat¡on criteria- a critical missing component
:specìally address the publ¡c service benefits of how enerBy is conserved

:quity Ìs addressed ¡n both b¡ke and ped pr¡or¡zat¡on cr¡tera, by referr¡n8 to MTC'5
:ommun¡ties of concern Health equity ¡s too difficult to measure for a

rrìor¡lizetiôn slnr.trrrê <ô rô.henoÞ
28 16 4/20/2Or1 ;¡erra Club - Megan Fluke )ol¡cy 6 Recogn¡ze ¡ncreased numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians as a safety strategy Eliminar

evel of Service from decision making in pedestr¡an pr¡or¡tv areas and bicvcle network corridors
'lo change made

\nalysis of traff¡c impacts is requ¡red by NEPA, and so cannot be elm¡nated, but
:ommunit¡es can choose to use a different method of calcuat¡ng LOS at their
li<.rai¡ññ ñ' 

'f ^{ 
..^ña ^¡ ol-ñ

2A 77 4/20/2071 ;¡erra Club - Megan Fluke )olacy 7 Use the Natìonal Household Travel Survey to determine land use efficienc¡es for
valkabil¡ty and l¡keabilìty

'lo change mãde We use NHTS data for sections of chapter 4, but an analysis of
he land use efficÌences of walkabìl¡ty and bikability, while very ¡nterestinB, ¡s a

eparate research project in ¡tself and beyond the scope of th¡s plan-

4/20/2077 ;ierra Club - Megan Fluke )ata 1. Walkab¡l¡ty should be measured as a compos¡te of net residential dens¡ty, road network
:onnectìvity, reta¡l floor-area ratio, and land use mix Th¡s index is well established in the
iterature as a pred¡ctor of physical act¡v¡ty (5all¡s et al, Z0O9) A map should show what block
,rô"ñ( hãvê thê h¡ohê<r s,'lLãh¡li+.r

'lo change made We are confident that our measurement of walkab¡l¡tv, which
elies on several of these factors and ¡s sim¡larly based on research ¡s suff¡cÌent for
he plan see appendix C for more deta¡l on the analvsis

28 19 4/20/2071 ;¡erra Club - Megan Fluke Data 2 B¡keability should be measured in bikeway miles/square miles tt should be noted,
lowever, that most of the measures of walkabilitv are also relevant to bikeabil¡tv, as walkabilitv
lccounts for var¡ables such as land use, connectivity, and density A map should show what block
tr^iiñ< h¡\/Þ thê hidha<r hiLôrhili+u

,¡o change made An accurate measurement of b¡keabìl¡ty would require
rdditional data sources, whìch are not available to us at a countyw¡de level

28) 4/20/2O1.1 ;ierra Club - Megan Fluke l¡cycle infrastructure - add bicycle boulevard 3icycle boulevards are included in resource guide Also see response to commenl
¿8 1
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No nrtÀ t.:
297 4/2r/2077 L lncreas¡ng the number a/projects in the CBN a we observe that the Countyw¡de Bìcycle

\etworkprojectsonlyreceive$22N4¡nTierl,outofS255Mtotal Wefeelthatprojectssuchas
:hose ìn the CBN should be more of a pr¡ority
:han recreational trails

ìevised CBN prior¡tization matrix to remove pr¡ority corridor gap closure cr¡ter¡on
ncrease safety po¡nts, and include pedestrian coll¡sions in addit¡on to bicycle
:ollis¡ons in safety calculation Pr¡ority corr¡dor idea is removed, and replaced witl
ocus corridors that are ¡mportant Ionger county-level corr¡dors, div¡ded by
ecreatìonal vs commuter

-he smaller cost of projects ¡n the Countywide Bikeway Network owes more to
hose projects be¡ng predom¡nantly Cl¿ss lt and Class ilt, which are s¡gnificantly
ess expensive than Class I paths The mileage recommended for each project typ(

)92 4/27/2011 ;v8c I b, include more than just the MTC regional routes in the CBpp 'loted We do ¡nclude more than the Reg¡onal Bikeways in the countyw¡de plan,
leøional hikewav< arÞ ñnÞ .ññññnÞñt ^f rhê aÞÀl

293 4/27/2071 ;VBC lncorporate GBI by add¡ng all undesignated porlions of ECR as "unclassified on-street,' 'lo change made ln working with jur¡sd¡ctions along that corr¡dor we asked ìf the\
vould cons¡der b¡keways along ECR Some agreed, som€ d¡d not Des¡Enat¡ng ECR

o a complete street could be considered for future plan updates

294 4/27/2071 ;VBC )evelop a website for sponsor agencies to upload MTC complete streets checklists And
lresumablv allow Dublic rev¡ewl

'lo change Added to Open ltem Status Report

295 4/21,/2077 VBC Expand list of projects that requ¡re MTC complete streets checkl¡st to all projects funded by
: CAG/5MCTA

,lo change Added to Open ltem Status Report

296 4/2712077 ;VBC línÊ malor pro¡ects to BPAC durins olann¡np and ore-construction ôhesec 'lo chanee Added to Oôen llem Sletr¡< Rêñôrt
30 4/74/2071 ;ee attached markuo of draft ìesoonded to all comments
31 4/79120L1 ;an Mateo - Ken Chin )ne final comment on the CBPP - Cons¡derìng the new ¡nter¡m approval of the green pavement

narkings, a project should be added to the CBpp for a Breen pavement markings to be used on al

:ountyw¡de routes, especially the North-South route Funding could even come from the C/CAG
]PAC for a countywide project This would be a great th¡nB to ¡mplement at the
^ñ.1".i^6 /.¡^^|¡^^ ^r +A^ .oDÕ

'lo change lmplementat¡on deta¡l not covered ¡n countywide plan. However,

ireen bike lanes are ìncluded in resource gu¡de pg g6

4/2s/2071 ;an Mateo County - Joe Lococo tee attached e-mail dated 4/25l11
dentìfv middlefiel¡l rôãd in N Fãìr ôâk( ã< 

'¡n.l¡<<ifiÞd

!4iddlefìeld Road added to CBN

s/3/201r ;amuel Herzberg 'here wìll likely be some projects that will come out of these stud¡es and we would l¡ke to includi
hem ¡nto any plann¡ng effort that will qualify them for future Bp fund¡ng I think we had a line
egard¡ng Parks and Rec bike and ped tra¡ls, but th¡s report includes H¡Bhway 1 cross¡ngs
ìttp://www co sa n m ateo ca us/Attach ments/pa rks/ Files/parks%20 pla n ning/H i ghway%2O7%2OS
ety%20and%20Mobil¡ty%20tmprovement%20Study pdf
-hanks

)ia na

ncluded proposed overcrossings and otheÍ ¡mprovements as recommended ¡n

he Highway 1 Safetv lmprovement Plan

34 1 5/4/2011 ean Fraser, County of san Mateo
{ealth Svstem

:lar¡fy and strengthen C/CAG's role in b¡cycle and pedestr¡an coordinat¡on by:
I designating C/CAG as coordìnating agency for county
I ¡nclud¡ng an organ¡zat¡onal chãrt ind¡cating staff positions and full-t¡me equlvalenc¡es devoted

^ 
<"ñññrrìñd hiru.lô rñ¡ ñôáô.+.¡.- !.+iL,;t., l- rL^.^.,-+.

!o change to plan, Added to Open ltem Status List C/CAG recogn¡zes the des¡re
br a countywide b¡ke/ped coordinator and is discussing long-term options with
;an Mateo County Health System and other agenc¡es

342 s/4/2071 ean Fraser, County of 5an Mateo
Jealth System

\dd a Bicycle Demand Model and require the use of demand models in pr¡orit¡z¡ng fund¡ng 'lo change Consultant looked ¡nto runn¡ng Bicycle Demand Model, but the
equired data is not available at a county level, As an alternative, we included key
/ariables from the model (e g employment) in the cr¡terla for prior¡t¡zing
)¡keways We feel that this provides a good proxy for bicycle demand, given the

343 s /4/2011 ean Fraser, Count\/ of San Mateo
lealth SVstem

ntegrate more ofthe Resource Guide to prov¡de the leadership that cities seek h¡ghlight lessons
rnd successes from places that have ¡mplemented what appears in the Resource Guìde

tJo change made
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No. Date From ¡omineht
344 s/412017 ean Fraser, County of San Mateo

lealth Svstem
Grve greater attent¡on to a broader definìtion of equity The MTC Communitìe5 of
concern designation ¡s a good start ror prìoritizing row-income areas as bikeway projects are
sortedrntothreetiers(sect¡on65,Table11,pg 59) Butthiscritenonshouldbeupdatedby
C/CAG's consultants, using 2010 Census income and ethn¡c¡ty f¡gures and an earn¡ngs threshold
of at least 200% of the federal poverty lrmit to better reflect the most current areas of need and

^rrr 
hiohar.Â.r ^{ livi-ô

¿010 Poverty data is not yet available at a block group level for San Mateo Countv

345 s/4/2O71 lean Fraser, County of San Mateo
lealth System

Revise the call for projects and select¡on system to better reflect and support cBpp goals and
pol¡c¡es Rather than stat¡ng, on page 80, that C/CAG and SMCT A',mav want to consider,, a
focused implementation strategy we urge the agencies to exh¡bit greater commitment by
chang¡ng the language ¡n the f¡nal plan to "w¡ll commit to us¡ng', ¿ focused ¡mplementat¡on
(fr¡lÞsv /çê.t¡ññ R I I lm^loñãñtr+i^ñ 

^ñ^,^r.L 
r--. o^ or\

Changed wording

346 s/4/2017 lean Fraser, County of san Mateo
Tealth System

Support low-cost ¡nnovations to connect County employees ând meet the demands oi ow
planned future Health System requests c/cAG's collaborat¡on in a modif¡cat¡on to create a safe
b¡king connection between Redwood c¡ty county center and the county off¡ces at one circle sta
Way C/CAG, community members, the Health System, other relevant County departments, and
Redwood City coliaborate to pilot a dedicated on-street b¡ke path or d¡stinctly colored (green)
bike lanes along lndustrial Way, and rema¡n¡ng streets to be detefmined, to connect these two
sites so that biking ¡s a realistic and ¡nviling alternative to dr¡ving or relyìng on costly shuttles to
bridge the less than one-m¡le distance between these two s¡tes This enhancement would entail
changes to F¡gures 14 and 16 (pgs 54 and 56) and Append¡x A
(pgs A-2, A-6, A-12, and A-14)

C/CAG to discuss w¡th Health Systems Added to Open ltem Status Report

347 s/4/2017 lean Fraser, County of San Mateo
lealth System

ìelease the revised plan for an addit¡onal round of public review and extend the timel¡ne
tccordingly

We have responded to the request for addit¡onal time for review We,ve slowed
the schedule down from that proposed in February, and held the plan open for
review unt¡l May 15lh We have rece¡ved over 155 ind¡vidual comments from 44
d¡fferent groups We met w¡th the advoc¿te group representat¡ves ¡n June to
discuss proposed response to comments before making changes to the

3S s/72/2077 Midcoast Community Council
(mcc sanmateo org) - Len Ericks

Bill Kehoe

Sabr¡na Erennan

Received s/12l2011 3s Mcc-ccAG-tnpur-s-11-2011 pd¡ 3s rvridcoast-c-ÃG-ãFc-s-iLæillãì
35 Harbor District Coastal Trail Letter pdf

lncorporate ¡mprovements ¡dent¡fied ¡n "H¡ghway 1 SafetV and Mobility Study,,
lncorporate california coastal rrâil - san Mateo county M¡dcoast - Mirada surf to pillar point) -
Approved

lncorporate Cal¡forn¡a Coastal Trail North (pillar point to Devi¡'s Sl¡de) - Draft under review
lncorporate intersect¡on ¡mprovements and trails ìdentified in wh¡te paper for CBpp

lncluded proposed overcross¡ngs and other impròvements as recommended in
the Highw¿y 1 Safety lmprovement Plan

Confirmed and added Cal¡fornia Coastal Trail alignment and related ¡ntersect¡on
improvements.

36 s/77 /2071. iierra Club - Michael J Ferre¡ra see attached letter "DraftscLpct-ccAG 5-17-2011 doc"
1 Routelpedestr¡an/biketrailfromMontarathroughHalfMoonBay(SanMateoCounty,Half
Moon Bay)" - as ¡t ¡s described on page 14 of the Transportation Author¡ty,s ,,Strategic plan 2OO9

- 2013" - has apparent¡y been downgraded from a Class 1 - Multi-use path to a Class llt - Bicycle
Route (paBe 55, Fiture 15in the CCAG Draft)
2 There also appear to be slgnificant portions of already planned - and even already built - tra¡ls
that are miss¡ng from the various maps {HMB parallel traìl; traii from main street to spanishtown
3 Add planned & exist¡ng trails to m¡dcoast: pillar Ridge and Fitz8erald Mar¡ne Reserve are the
most obv¡ous

4 ThesecondhalfoftheMidcoastMobilityStudyiscurrentlyberngdraftedandìtisexpectedby
recent charette partìcipants that thÌs draft will correct some misclassifications/om¡ssìons similar
to the ones c¡ted above that populate the first half of the Study
bulk of the fundìng needs for these missing and/or misclass¡f¡ed trails is also m¡ssing from the

1 Maps ¡n Chapter 5 and Append¡x A already identify a Class I Bike path along
l-l¡ghway 1 Th¡s comment maV relate to the fact that it's identified as Tier 3

prior¡ty ln revìs¡ons we have not upgraded the priority, but have ¡denti¡fied the
Highway 1 Corridor (includ¡nB Parallel Trail) and Coastal Tra¡l as a h¡gh pr¡oritV
corridor
2-4 We have rece¡ved updãted materials from Midcoast Commun¡ty Council, San
Mateo Countv, and HMB and have updated the maps and tables accord¡ngly
Funding needs reflect these pathways.
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Park has secured $3,7M from Stanford to rt¡tigate irnpãcts ofthe Stantord

San Mateo County, Menlo Park and Stanford This woutd affitm the v¡siÒn of improved

De Las Pulgas has been added as a pt¡ority corrldor.
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CICAG AGEI\DA REPORT

Date: August 25,2011

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

From: John Hoang

Subject: Review and Recommendation on Improvements to the Call for Projects for the San Mateo
County Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

(For further information contact John Hoang at363-4105)

RECOMMENDATION

That the BPAC review the project application and scoring process from the recently completed Call for
Project cycle and recommend improvements to be considered for implementation in the next funding cycle.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact to C/CAG.

SOURCE OF FUNDS

. TDA Article 3 funds are derived from the following sources:

o Local Transportation Funds (LTF), derived from a Vc cent of the general sales tax collected
statewide

o State Transit Assistance fund (STA), derived from the statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel
fuel.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

C/CAG and the TA recently performed a Joint Call for Projects (CFP) for the San Mateo County Bicycle
and Pedestrian Program for the FY 2012 and FY 2013 cycle. The BPAC completed the project evaluation
process resulting in a project prioritization list. Independently, the TA Panel also prioritized the projects. A
process to reconcile these two priority lists resulted in the final list of recommended projects to be awarded
funding.

In an effort to improve futu¡e CFP project application, evaluation and scoring process to assure that the best
projects are selected for funding, it is recommended that the BPAC review the recent application and

scoring sheet and identify areas for improvements and refinements to be considered in the next cycle.

ATTACHMENTS

- CFP Application
- CFP Scoring Sheet

Zø



JOINT CALL FOR PROJECTS
sAN MATEO COUNTY TRANSPORTATTON AUTHOR|TY (SMCTA)

AND
MEASURE A AND CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

(c/cAG) TDA ARTTCLE 3

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 2012 andlor 2013 APPLICATION

G REOUE

AGENCY / SPONSOR:

PROJECT NAME:

PREFERENCE OF FUNDS: ISn¡Crn nrOn ARTTCLE 3 (C/CAG)

INo Preference

TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED: $

APPLICATION CH ECKLIST:
I Project Location Map (Question lll(a))

I Policy Consistency Documentation (Question V(a))

I Letters of Supporl (Question Vll(c))

Fill out all questions in the application. You may refer to the lnstructions and Guidance
Document for further explanation.

a. ls the Project Sponsor San Mateo County or a City in San Mateo County?
Answer must be "Yes" to continue. Yes n ruo n

b. Does design meet Caltrans Standards? Yes or N/A tr ruo E

c. CEQA approval? Yes or N/A n No E
Nofe: CEQA document must be submitted with the application (required for TDA
Article 3 funding).

SMCTA Measure A & TDA Art 3 FY 2A12 & 2013 Program
Project Application
01 Febl 1

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

il.

21.
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lll. Gen

a. Proiect Description
1. Describe the project (location, length, scope, size of project); please

include a map:
Explain:

ls a map included? Yesn NoD

2. Comment on the status of design of the project, and indicate the
percentage of design completed.

b. Proiect Schedule
lndicate the anticipated beginning and end date for each phase of the
project. lf a phase has been completed or is not applicable for this
application, write "N/A".

i Month and Year
! Phase

: Environmental/Preliminary Engineering

, Engineering/Design

! Construction and Procurement

i nOW Acquisition and Utilities
:i
:i

NoI
c.

/AE

Comments:

SMCTA Measure A & TDA Art 3
Project Application
01 Febl 1

FY 2012 & 2013 Program

??
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2. Permits, Agreements and/or Environmental Clearance approved?
N/A nYes n No tr

List all permits, agreements and environmental clearance (both CEQA and
NEPA) approved and/or needed, to date:

--- 
I

i PermiUAgreements/Environmental Clearance i Status; Date Approved i

Comments:

tv.

a. Does the project meet commuter and/or recreational purposes?
YesI NoI

Explain:

b. ls bicycle and/or pedestrian

Explain:

safety improved because of the project?
Yes fl No E

SMCTA Measure A & TDA Art 3 FY 2012 & 2013 Program
Project Application
01 Febl 1

L,3
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SISTENC

a. Demonstrate the project is consistent with policy documents. List each
document or policy, the publication date and the page upon which the project can
be found. Attach relevant pages, See lnstruction and Guidance Document for a
list of example documents.

i Document or Policy

T READINESS

a. Discuss the public planning process that resulted in project development:

Explain:

b. ls project identified in the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan as parl of the Countywide Bikeway Network or located in a
Pedestrian Focus Area identified in the CBPP?

YesE ruoE

ls project identified in local Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan? Yes X No E

Page number:

c. Comment on level of support. As appropriate, attach documents of support and
show composition of relevant committee. (examples: letters, meeting minutes,
etc)

Explain:

d. Discuss any potentialfunding shortfalls orfunding sources
risky, and how they will be addressed.

Explain:
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e. Can the project be padially funded?

lf "Yes", how much?

Explain:

Yesn Non

f. Gan the project be divided into phases? Yes E No n
lf "Yes", describe the different phases and cost associated with each
phase.

Explain:

VII. EFFECTIVENESS

a. What is the relationship of the project to bicycle or pedestrian routes/facilities
(i.e. does it provide access to, or close a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian
network)?

Explain:

b. Does the project provide access to bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities in high
use activity centers (schools, transit stations and other activity centers)?

YesI NoI
Explain:

c. Using the table below, indicate the sources of funding as well as the
percentage that is either planned, programmed or allocated. Add rows as
needed.
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und¡ng Source Status (Planned,
Programmed,Allocated) i

Preference will be given to projects with at least 50% matching funds available.

d. Funds requested: $

Matching Funds to be provided: $

Total Project costs $

Local match percentage

%

o/o

o//o

$

$

$

= Other Matchinq Funds provided
Total Project Cost

o/o

vilt. T

a. What are the environmental benefits of the project (i.e. preserving open space,
reducing emissions and improving air quality)?

Explain:

b. Does the project provide or improve facilities to or at Transit Oriented
Development (TOD)?

Explain:

c. Does the project supporl economic development (i.e. create jobs or support
jobs and housing growth)?

Explain:
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Fiscal Years 2012 andlor 2013
San Mateo County Transportation Authority Measure A Sales Tax Program and/or

TDA Añicle 3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

Non-Supplantation of Funds Certification

This certification, which is a required component of the sponsor's grant application,

affirms that San Mateo County Transportation Authority Measure A and/or TDA Article 3

Bicycle Pedestrian Program funds will be used to supplement (add to) existing funds,

and will not supplant (replace) existing funds that have been appropriated for the same

purpose. Potential supplantation will be examined in the application review as well as in

the pre-award review and post award monitoring.

Funding may be suspended or terminated for filing a false ceÉification in this application

or other reports or documents as part of this program.

Certífication Statement:

lcertify that any funds awarded under the FY2012 andlor FY2013 San Mateo

County Transportation Authority Measure A and/or the TDA Article 3 Bicycle and

Pedestrian Program will be used to supplement existing funds for program

activities, and will not replace existing funds or resources.

Project Name:

Sponsor:

PRINT NAME TITLE*

SIGNATURE DATE

* This certification shall be signed by the Executive

Officer, President or other such top-ranking

organization

SMCTA Measure A & TDA Art 3 FY 2012 & 2013 Program
Project Application
0l Feb'1 1

Director, Chief Executive

official of the Sponsor's
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JOINT CALL FOR PROJECTS
SMCTA MEASURE A AND C/CAG TDA ARTICLE 3

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 2012 andlor 2013 SCORING SHEET

I. PROJECT NAME AND FUNDING REQUEST

a. AGENCY / SPONSOR: RATER:

b. PROJECT NAME:

c. FUNDING PREFERENCE: nSUCrn nrOn ARTICLE 3 (C/CAG) [No Preference

d. TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED:

II. PROJECT SCREENING / BASIC ELIGIB¡LITY

a. Project Sponsor is San Mateo Co. or
City

Yes n No E (No disqualifies project)

b. Design meets CALTRANS standards?
Yes or N/A I No n
("No" disqualifies project)

c. CEQA approval Yes or N/A I No. n
("No" Disqualifies project for TDA Article 3 funding)

Scale

III. GENERAL INFORMATION

Clear and complete proposal 0 or 4 (A zero score
d isqualifies proiect. )

4

c(1 ). Right-of-Way Certification complete 0-No
3 - Yes (Completed
or N/A)

3

c(2). Permits, Agreements and/or
Environmental Clearance obtained?

0-No
3 - Yes (or N/A) 3

Subtotal 10

IV. PROJECT NEED

a. Does the project meet commuter and/or
recreational purpose?

0-No
10 - Yes

10

b. lmproves Safety

0 -None
3 - Little
5 - Moderate
7 - Substantial

10 - Siqnificant

10

Subtotal 20

V. POLICY CONSISTENCY

a. ls the project consistent with approved
policy documents?

0 - None
5 - Moderate

10 - Significant
10

Subtotal 10
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VI. STATE OF READINESS

a. Project is a result of a public planning
process?

0-No
3-Yes

3

b. Part of the Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan's (CBPP) Countywide
Bikeway Network, located in a Pedestrian
Focus Area identified in the CBPP, or
identified in a local Bicycle/Pedestrian
Plan?

0 - None
4 - Local Project
7 - CICAG Project

7

c. ls there demonstrated local support;
letters attached?

0 - None
2 - Little
5 - Moderate
7 - Strong

7

d - f. ls a plan forfunding shortfall identified,
including partial funding or phasing? 0-No

3-Yes 3

Subtotal 20

VII. EFFECTIVENESS

a. How well does the proposed project
complement the existing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

0 - Does Not
5 - Moderately
10 - Substantially

10

b. Does the project provide access to
bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities in high
use activity centers?

0-No
10 - Yes

10

c & d. Leveraging of funds (Local Match as
% of total requested funds)

0 - 0% match
2 - 10o/o match
4 - 20Yo match
6 - 30% match
B - 40o/o match

10 - 50% match

10

Subtotal 30

VIII. SUSTAINABILITY

a. Does the project provide an
environmental benefit?

0 -No
3-Yes

3

b. Does the project provide or improve
facilities to or at TOD?

0-No
4-Yes

4

c. Does the project support economic
development?

0 -No
3-Yes

3

Subtotal 10

TOTAL SCORE 100
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